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INTRODUCTION 
One of today's more hlghly sensitive and controversial 
areas of human relatlons in the work enVlronment is sexual 
harassment. The number of women in the workforce has been 
increaslng rapidly Slnce the mid 1970s. Women are entering 
occupations previously dominated by men, providing more 
opportunitles for sexual harassment to occur. Changing 
attltudes about sexual freedom for both women and men are 
impactlng thelr relations in the workplace. The women's 
movement seeks to ralse the awareness level of women 
concernlng problems of unwanted sexual attention at work, 
and to change men's behavlor. 
The issue of men as Vlctlms of sexual harassment has 
not been 19nored. However, the larger number of lncidents 
involving women as victims overshadows the issue of men as 
victlms. The major portlon of the literature focuses on the 
problem of sexual harassment from the woman's vlew. 
Thls study reviewed research lnformation on sexual 
harassment in the work place and investigated sexual 
harassment in Iowa companies by means of a questlonnaire 
adminlstered to employees. Unquestionably, sexual 
harassment is a problem In the worklng environment. The 
avallable research on sexual harassment has been increasing 
consistently. The researched data concludes sexual 
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harassment on the job is an important societal problem that 
has significant Impact on both the employer and the 
employee. Most of the literature is usually a short 
narrative of an interesting, often amusIng, or biographical 
incIdent and much is based on dubious research. One 
significant publIC sector scientific investigatIon wIth an 
In-depth analYSIS of sexual harassment has been reported 
thus far by the United States MerIt ProtectIon Board 
(USMSPB, 1981). 
"The IncIdence rate of sexual harassment in the Federal 
work force is widespread" (USMSPB, 1981, p. 31). To fInd 
out whether Federal employees who had worked for other 
employers viewed the problem to be greater in Federal 
Government, they were asked to make comparisons. "The 
majority of respondents stated that they felt sexual 
harassment was no worse In the Federal work place than In 
state and local government or In the prIvate sector" 
(USMSPB, 1981, p. 6). 
The problem is that much is being written about a 
highly sensitive and controversial phenomenon human 
relatIons In the work place: sexual harassment. Very 
little is known about the problem; and in addition, 
questionable research is beIng used, in part, as a baSIS for 
government pOlICY development. The lack of scientific, 
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objective information also 1S a handicap to employers 1n 
developing their employment policy on sexual harassment. 
The best data available suggest that sexual harassment is a 
w1despread problem in the workforce and should not be 
ignored. Thus, there 1S an important need to discover the 
facts, evaluate policy, and determine the needs of employers 
for appropriate action. 
Why has this issue come to the forefront? The decade 
of the 1970s saw the growth of meaningful affirmative action 
and equal employment opportun1ty for minorities as well as 
women. Minorities and women have been entering or 
reenter1ng the Job market in increasing numbers. 
53% of working age women are in the labor market. 
Now, over 
Also, 
since 1984, women are moving 1nto types of careers 
previously closed to them. The women's liberation movement 
has led to the questIonIng of numerous behaviors which were 
accepted or at least not openly res1sted 1n the past. One 
of these is sexual harassment. 
Under the new Equal Employment Opportunity Comm1ss1on 
(EEOC) guidelines, sexual advances or harassment need not be 
a "term or condition of employment" or the basis for 
employment decisIons to constitute a v1olation of Title VII. 
Behavior that creates an intimatIng, hostile, offensive work 
environment is prohibited (BNA, 1981a). The guidelines 
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state that the employer is liable for the actIons of 
workers, supervisors, and agents of the organIzatIon. 
Employers' actions to promulgate polIcIes prohIbiting sexual 
harassment apparently will not alone elimInate thIS 
liabIlIty. The potential cost of sexual harassment to 
organizations was illustrated by the Equal Employment 
OpportunIty CommIssIon when ItS defInition and guidelines 
were publIshed (BNA, 1981a). 
The EEOC guidelines provide criterIa for determIning 
whether a given behavior constitutes sexual harassment. 
They also specify the condItIons under WhICh employers may 
be held liable for such: 
• SubmissIon to the conduct is either an explicit 
term or condition of employment. 
• SubmIssion to or rejection of the conduct is used 
as a basis for employment decIsions affecting the 
person who did the submitting or rejectIng. 
• The conduct has the purpose or effect of 
substantially interferIng with an indivIdual's work 
performance or creating an intimatIng, hostile or 
offensive work enVIronment. 
• With respect to conduct between fellow employees, 
an employer is responsible for acts of sexual 
harassment in the workplace where the employer, its 
agents or supervIsory employees, knows or should 
have known of the conduct unless it can show that 
it took immedIate and appropriate corrective 
action. 
• An employer may also be responsible for the acts of 
non-employees wIth respect to sexual harassment of 
employees in the workplace where the employer, its 
agent or supervisory employees, knows or should 
have known of the conduct and fails to take 
immediate and approprIate corrective action. In 
5 
reviewing these cases the Commlsslon will consider 
the extent of the employer's control and any other 
legal responsibllity which the employer may have 
wlth respect to the conduct of such non-employees. 
The comblning of subJect responses, research 
information, and lltigated court cases has revealed that 
sexual harassing behavior lnclude: 
• Sexist comments (Jokes or remarks that are 
stereotyplcal or derogatory to members of one sex). 
• Undue attention (flirtlng, being too friendly, or 
too personal, but short of sexual inqulries). 
• Verbal sexual advances (general verbal expressions 
of sexual interest; inqulries of sexual values or 
behaviors, but short of proposition). 
• Body language (leerlng at one's body; standlng to 
close). 
• Invitations (personal lnvltations for dates, but 
where sexual expectations are not stated). 
• Physlcal advances (kisslng, hugging, pinching, 
fondling). 
• Expliclt sexual proposltions (clear invitations for 
sexual encounter). 
• Sexuasl bribery (expliclt sexual propositlons which 
include or strongly imply promolses of rewards for 
complYlng, e.g., time off, more praise, 
promotions). 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
The Literature Reveals 
For years women have been wrItIng about the 
interrelatIonshIp between sex and work. Louisa May Alcott, 
over a hundred years ago, is reported to have wrItten about 
her experiences as a vIctIm of sexual harassment. She was 
said to have qUIt her job as a result (Goodman, 1978). 
Some women have supported the use of theIr sex as a 
means to advance themselves in employment. Helen Gurley 
Brown's 1965 book, Sex and the OffIce, was a lighthearted 
discussIon on sex in the work place and how to make the most 
of it. Supporters of the women's movement undoubtedly were 
expected to cringe as a result of such a publication. 
Some researchers have seen sexual relatIonships growing 
out of work situations as common and normal. Roy's (1974) 
investigation of informal heterosexual relations between 
supervisors and work groups reported such situatIons. 
Nivens' (1978) article reported that office romances 
can sometimes be useful, but advised women to be cautious. 
However, Michael Korda (1973) may have foretold the 
future when he wrote: 
Good or bad, one of the casualties of women's 
liberation is likely to be sex in the offIce. As 
one woman told me, "Sure I get proposItIoned, and 
I dIdn't use to know what to do about it, but 
these days, I look the man in the eyes and say, 
7 
'Sure I'll have dinner wIth you, I want to know 
why I'm not makIng a decent salary for work I've 
been dOIng?' And do you know what? They mostly 
back off. But If men aren't embarrassed about 
asking the people who work wIth them to go to bed, 
then It's time for women to stop being embarrassed 
about asking Just why we make less money than men 
and don't get a crack at the good jobs. I Just 
explaIn to them that I don't sleep with people who 
don't thInk I'm equal to them' (p. 117). 
Sexual Harassment as an Issue 
DurIng the early 1970s, feminIst groups lIke the 
National OrganizatIon for Women, Women Organized Against 
Sexual Harassment, and Working Women's InstItute began 
zealously to raise awareness of the problems of unwanted 
sexual attentIon on the Job. Women's magazines began 
publishing articles designed to accomplIsh thIS around the 
middle of the decade, three to four years before magazInes 
which include men in their readership began to run such 
articles. In 1976 Harper's Bazaar and Redbook ran articles 
on sexual harassment, and In 1977 Ladies' Home Journal and 
Ms. published harassment stories. A Harper's Bazaar artIcle 
(Bernstein, 1976) indicated that appearance mIght be part of 
the problem of sexual harassment. It suggested that wearIng 
businesslike apparel and acting busInesslIke mIght reduce 
problems of unwanted sexual attention indicatIng women's 
style of dress caused the behavior <victim blaming). Other 
writers denIed that women caused harassment. They claimed 
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that women suffered psychological and physical health 
problems because men wanted to subJugate them through sexual 
harassment. 
Farley (1978) wrote: 
Job segregatIon by sex IS to a large degree 
sustaIned by male sexual harassment. This abuse 
IS already rollIng back the momentum of 
affirmative actIon and It will continue to coerce 
women by the means of severe economIC and 
emotional abuse Into overcrowded, sexually 
segregated job categories. These occupatIons are 
tantamount to a female Job ghetto and thIS IS a 
primary cause of women's low wages ... abuse also 
impacts destructively •.. disrupting female Job 
attachment, promoting female unemployment and 
inhIbiting female solidarity. UntIl we understand 
sexual harassment, its hIstorical function, the 
way it has been used to keep women "In line" and 
the way this coerCIon interacts with women's 
employment conditions, women WIll remaIn an 
exploited underclass, the female work horses in a 
male-managed economy (p. XVIii). 
According to Farley, Jokes, satIre, and "human a la 
ridIcule" were used by men to keep women "down." The 
caricature of the dumb, bIg-busted secretary was designed 
solely to reinforce the rIght of men to harass, control and 
abuse workIng women sexually. It undermInes women's role as 
a worker and reinforces their use as sex objects. It 
implied women invited sexual games and men had a license, 
even an obligation hunt them. The deceptIon provIded a 
cover for men to assert their sexual claims with impunIty, 
whIle the human suffering it caused was smothered in 
laughter. 
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Farley saw a status explanation rather than a sexual 
cause In touching, feeling, and pinchIng. ThIS behavIor was 
said to be directed toward clerical and serVIce workers and 
not toward women In higher status posItIons. It was an 
expression of dominance and should be condemned and 
elIminated according to Farley. Sexual harassment behavior 
was aggressIve and perpetuated the ultImate goal of keepIng 
women subordInate at work. 
When a women expected her working role to be respected 
she objected to unwanted sexual attention--behavlor based on 
her sex role. If she dIsmIssed thIS respect In favor of her 
sex role, harassment might be perceived as a sIgn of 
success, according to Farley. 
The American labor movement was motivated by a desire 
to contInue the male domInatIon of female labor; the very 
nucleus of unIons is male rights (Farley, 1978). Farley saw 
unions as the enemy of the working women because of their 
discriminatory practices. 
McCall's March 1978 issue solicited donatIons for New 
York's Working Women United Institute and Boston's AllIance 
AgaInst Sexual Coercion to use in fighting sexual 
harassment. It encouraged persons to set up local serVIces 
SImilar to Boston's Alliance (Shrocki, 1978). 
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Backhouse and Cohen (1981) dlscussed the use of 
vigllante tactlcs In sexual harassment. Among the tactics 
listed would be use of plckets at a harasser's work place 
carrylng slgns describing hls behavior and handling out 
pamphlets providing speciflc lnformatlon and a llst of 
demands. Also, actlvItles could be carried out at a 
harasser's home, church, and clubs. In addition, notices 
and pictures with descriptions could be posted in the 
women's washrooms at the work place. Undercover 
replacements could be used to gather viable evidence 
necessary to prove harassment. The authors emphasized the 
potentlal of reprlsals and libel SUltS, but suggested that 
the situatlon would be the reverse and it would be the 
harasser's career and reputatlon that suffered. 
In a Harper's Bazaar article, Faler (1979) listed 
sexual harassment as number one among "The Working Woman's 7 
Biggest Problems." Business Week reported that femlnlst 
groups had targeted sexual harassment as a maJor new area 
for litigatlon in an article entitled, "Sexual harassment 
lands companles In court" (1979). It reported that New York 
City's Working Women's Institute sponsored television 
announcements urging victims of harassment to contact the 
Metropolitan Information and Referral Project for 
counseling. Thousands of women responded and were said to 
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have received counseling on copIng with harassment. Lawyers 
were suggested for those wIshing to take further legal 
actIon. 
Investigating Sexual Harassment 
Quinn's (1977) empIrIcal research indicated that a 
maJor factor In the development of organizational romantIc 
relationships was proXImIty. In addition, the research 
revealed that in 74% of the cases of romantic relationships 
in organIzations that the male was In a hIgher-level 
posItion. Forty-eIght percent of the females were 
subordInate secretaries and 26% were in some other type of 
dIrect subordInate Job. Motives were categorized into three 
types: job advancement, ego gratification, and love. When 
prIorItIzed, ego gratIficatIon ranked fIrst, followed by 
true love, wIth the utilitarian motlve prlmarily ascribed to 
women. NInety-four percent of the women were rated at or 
above average in physIcal attractiveness. 
Quinn (1977) stated that the impact of organizational 
romance could be positlve, negatlve, or nonexIstent. Ten 
percent of the cases produced positive results. About one-
third produced serious negatlve results (complaInts, 
hostillty, and distorted communication). He suggested that 
organizational romance represented a devlatlon from the 
Weberian (p.44) model of organization. 
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Backhouse and Cohen (1978) descrIbed what they termed 
the widespread view of socIety that women exploIt their 
sexuality for gain in the work place. They "admitted" that 
some women tried to exploIt their sexuality, and attrIbuted 
thIS to three reasons: anger at dIscrimInatIon which 
resulted in an "I'll get even" attitude, financIal need, 
and acceptance of the submissive role "forced" upon them by 
socIetal socializatIon. Physical attributes were enhanced 
to catch a man as women have been taught since early 
childhood. 
They reported that 80% of the conversation In all-male 
groups concerned sex and emphasized office affaIrs. This 
supported the male status posItIon and lowered that of the 
women involved. Backhouse and Cohen believed when women 
were Involved wIth workplace sex, the impact on the woman 
was generally negative. They lost self-esteem, job 
security, and the cooperation of fellow workers. Backhouse 
and Cohen concluded that women did not receive adequate 
rewards whether they sold sex or refused to do so. 
Meyer, Berchtold, Oestreich, and Collins (1981) stated 
that sexual harassment encompassed more than the sUbjugation 
of women. Two maIn points were consIdered: biosexual 
theory and psychosocial theory. 
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Blosexual theory is based on the assumptIon that men 
possess a stronger sex drIve than do women. Consequently, 
men have lIttle control of theIr actIons. In addition, they 
noted this theory dId not explain female harassment of men. 
The psychosocial theory claims that behavior 
condItioning IS the Impetus for sexual harassment. The 
advent of Industrialism and technological change widened the 
distinction of male and female roles from that prevIously 
held In an agrIcultural society. This lead to dIfferent 
values and belIefs for both males and females. Of course, 
this increased the conflict between the sexes as women began 
to move Into the labor market. As a result, uncertainty and 
adjustment problems surfaced. 
It IS important that sexual harassment not become 
an anti-male cause of a few women who see this 
issue as another example of the oppressIon of 
women. And it is also important that men consider 
sexual harassment as a bona fide issue of human 
dignity and not a femInist attempt "to get them 
agaIn" (p. 69). 
What is the distinction between approprIate sexual 
behavior and sexual harassment? 
Some Significant Sexual Harassment Surveys 
The oldest survey reported was conducted by Working 
Women United (1975, cited in USMSPB 1981). The participants 
consisted of 155 women: 55 food service workers and 100 
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other workIng women attending a meetIng on sexual 
harassment. Incidentally, the 55 food service workers were 
members of a unIon. Of these 155 women, 70% reported 
experiencing "repeated and unwanted sexual comments, looks, 
suggestions, or physical contact" WhICh were "obJectIonable 
or offensive" and caused "dIscomfort" on the Job. However, 
the samples used may have produced bIased results in that 
members of the sample were partIcipants in a meetIng about 
sexual harassment (USMSPB, 1981). 
Crull (1979) surveyed 325 women who had experienced 
sexual harassment on the job. The ages ranged from 16 to 65 
years with an average age of 30 at the time of harassment. 
The average Income reported was $150 a week or less (51% of 
the respondents). ClerIcal workers comprIsed 53% of the 
sample, and 15% were serVIce workers. Seventy-five percent 
were single or unmarrIed. More than 50% of the women had 
been physIcally touched; 39% reported unwanted contact with 
sexual parts of the body. 
The men who sexually harassed had power over personnel 
actIons In 79% of the cases. The average age of the man 
involved was 14 years older than the average age of the 
women. 
Crull (1979) reported that 75% of the women stated to 
the harasser or a person in authority that she wanted the 
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action to stop. About one-third of the women reported the 
situatIon to the unIon, a lawyer, or human rIghts dIvisIon. 
In 49% of the Instances nothIng changed, and In 25% the 
behavIor worsened. Further, in only 9% of the situations 
did the behavIor stop; in 17% the behavIor was reduced. 
Twenty-four percent of the women were fired. EIghty-three 
percent of the women reported the experience had interfered 
with their Job performance; 93% suffered emotional stress; 
63% physIcal reaction, and 12% sought therapeutic help. 
Powell (1983) found that workIng women used personal 
experience as a determIning factor In identifYIng sexually 
harassing behavior. Even so, those women having had 
personal experience with a partIcular behavIor varied In 
their opInIons of whether or not it was sexual harassment. 
Some considered the behavIor to be flattering whIle others 
dismissed or ignored the behavior. Further, some women 
perceIved the behavIor to be offensIve. In all cases, the 
reaction of the women greatly depended on the necessIty of 
theIr employment and their marketabilIty. 
The behaviors identified as sexual harassment Included 
touching/grabbing/brushing (physical contact) and excluded 
starIng (visual contact) and flirting (verbal contact). The 
opinIons were divided on whether sexual remarks, suggestIve 
gestures, and sexual relationships should be included In the 
sexual harassment definition. 
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Powell's (1983) research supports the notion that 
women's VIews of sexual harassment vary and are not 
congruent with the definItIons used In preVIous studies. 
Consequently, Powell reported that sexual harassment was 
viewed as serIOUS for only 38% of the harassed and 
nonharassed women, consIderably less than that reported by 
Gutek et al., 1983; Safran, 1976; and the U. S. Merit 
Systems, 1981. ThIS dIfference may be a consequence of 
sexual harassment being defined dIfferently by different 
IndIviduals. 
In 1978, a sample of Los Angeles' lIsted telephone 
numbers were randomly selected and called wIth those 
answerIng beIng intervIewed by telephone. Forty-seven 
percent of the women, and forty-sIx percent of the sample 
reported men havIng experienced remarks of a sexual nature 
on theIr current jobs. Of these, 11% of the women and 6% of 
the men reported they had receIved a request for sexual 
actIvIty on theIr job (Gutek & Nakamura, 1980). 
Gutek and Nakamura reported different attitudes held by 
the 178 men and 221 women toward whether socIal/sexual 
behavIor at work was harassment. They found a hIgher 
percentage of women believed each of five categories of 
behavior was harassment as shown In the following data 
(Their Table 9, p. 26). 
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Males Females Total 
POSItIve Verbal Sexual 
Conunents are Harassment 11.4% 27.0% 19.9% 
NegatIve Verbal Sexual 
Conunents are Harassment 48.4% 63.4% 56.8% 
Non-Verbal Looks or Gestures 
are Harassment 35.0% 65.5% 52.0% 
SOCIalIZIng as a Cond1tion 
of Work 1S Harassment 75.9% 86.2% 81. 5% 
Sexual ACt1V1ty as a Cond1tlon 
of Work 1S Harassment 80.7% 88.0% 84.8% 
Among the most relevant 1nformat1on ava1lable on sexual 
harassment 1n private employment is "Sexual harassment .. 
. some see it ... some won't," by Eliza Collins and T1mothy 
Blodgett, published 1n the March-Apr1l 1981 1ssue of Harvard 
Bus1ness Review. Using subscr1bers as the sample 
population, 7,408 questionna1res were mailed. The survey 
Sollcited a large response from the women who represented 
nearly every female subscriber. The response rate for the 
females, 32%, represent1ng 42% of the quest10nnaires mailed, 
as opposed to an overall response rate of 24.9 percent. 
Obviously, the responses came from those most interested, 
women. Safran (1981) d1d a separate report for Redbook. 
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The Review artIcle reported that most people agreed on 
what sexual harassment was, but men and women seemed to 
dIsagree strongly on how frequently it occurred. Half of 
the women felt the amount of sexual harassment at work was 
greatly exaggerated, whereas two-thirds of the men felt the 
same. Two-thirds of the high-level executIves also felt 
harassment at work was exaggerated. The Review reported top 
management appeared to be isolated from harassment 
situations, and that middle management was less aware of 
problems than lower levels of management. One could 
speculate that the result showed a hIgh degree of 
correlation with the proportion of management jobs at each 
level occupIed by women. 
Seymour (1979) revIewed Title VII cases and suggested 
gUIdelines for employers to avoId lIabIlity for sexual 
harassment: (1) There should be an unequivocal statement, 
which has reached every employee, that the employer does not 
condone sexual harassment. OtherwIse an employee can be 
saId not to know whether a supervlsor's actions are outside 
his actual scope of authorIty. (2) The employer should 
conduct adequate reviews of supervisor's misconduct. If 
there was no review the employer may be liable for actions 
of supervisory employees under a range of legal theories. 
(3) If the inJured employee notlfied a member of management, 
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approprIate actIon must be taken to promptly InvestIgate and 
resolve the issue. It was pointed out, thought, that under 
the respondeat superior approach, supervIsory abuse of 
delegated power created lIabIlIty agaInst the employer 
regardless of whether the employer had knowledge of 
supervisor's actions. Concluded from IntervIew data, 
Backhouse and Cohen (1978) stated that men were indifferent 
toward sexual harassment: and women expressed sympathy 
mingled with justifiable fear. They belIeved management had 
a vested Interest In the problem of sexual harassment. It 
would result In female turnover, lower morale, and reduced 
productivity. They thought the public and media had a role 
In correcting harassment practices of employers. Adverse 
pUblicity would make It dIfficult to attract female 
employees. 
Backhouse and Cohen provided a management plan 
consisting of ten pOInts. Those being (1) Issue a corporate 
policy statement supported by the chIef offIcers condemnIng 
the practice of sexual harassment; (2) provide trainIng to 
management; (3) discuss It at meetIngs of branch directors; 
(4) conduct an employee survey; (5) explain the POlICY in 
orientatIon seSSIons for new employees; (6) establish an 
investigative procedure; (7) protect the victim from 
reprisal and offer counseling; (8) provide a schedule of 
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disc1pl1ne; (9) use outside consultants for 1nvest1gat1on; 
(10) take firm act10n w1th the harasser. Seven 
progressively harsh d1scipl1nary act10ns were suggested: 
1. Issue a warn1ng. 
2. Insist on counseling for the harasser. 
3. Transfer the harasser. 
4. W1thhold a reward(s) (promot1on/work ass1gnment). 
5. Lower performance rating. 
6. Put on probation. 
7. F1re. 
Thus, many commentators bel1eve it 1S 1n management's 
self-interest to have and enforce policies which proh1bit 
sexual harassment. Some of the larger, more powerful un10ns 
in government and 1ndustry appear prepared to make sexual 
harassment an issue 1f employers do not take act1on. 
Layton and his research colleagues have been studying 
faculty-student social/sexual relationships at Iowa State 
University (Lee & Layton, 1989; Schaefers & Layton, 1989). 
A quest1onna1re of 200 soc1al/sexual relat10nships was 
factor analyzed for students and faculty members. A 
shortened version, 115 items was factor analyzed for 895 
graduate students. The research concluded w1th the 
identif1cation of eight factors that cont1nued across all 
male and female subjects. The factors were: 
• Factor 1: Ident1fying Sexual Harassment Behav10r 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Factor 2: 
Factor 3 : 
Factor 4 : 
Factor 5: 
Factor 6 : 
Factor 7 : 
Factor 8 : 
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Sex Play, Power, and Grades 
Acceptable Faculty/Student Social 
RelatIonshIps 
Unacceptable Faculty/Student Sexual 
Relationships 
BlamIng the VIctim 
Helplessness of VIctIm 
Emotional Reaction to Sexual 
Harassment 
Class SIze 
This study reviews research information on sexual 
harassment in the workplace and analyzes data from a sample 
of employees of bUSIness In Iowa, to determ1ne whether 
sexual harassment is a serious problem on the Job. 
Dec1sions are made on how widespread 1S sexual harassment of 
employees, what forms of attention employees report are 
problems, the frequency of occurrence of behavIor result1ng 
in sexual harassment, and what personal and work-related 
attr1butes result in 1ncreased reports of unwanted sexual 
attention. Hypotheses are empirically tested on employees' 
feelings about the1r experiences, the types they have 
experienced, and the relat10nships between job-related and 
personal attr1butes and reports of sexual harassment. 
The goal of this study was to conceptualize the 
dimens10ns of sexual harassment 1n the workplace from the 
employees' perspect1ve. The project was conducted 1n two 
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phases. The fIrst phase Involved the development of an Item 
pool to reflect perspectIves of supervIsor/subordinate 
sexual or social relationships. The second phase focused on 
determining the factorIal compositIon of the item pool, the 
correlation between variables, and subsequently definIng the 
dImensIons of the construct of sexual harassment as viewed 
In the workplace. 
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METHODOLOGY 
The factors defined by Layton and his colleagues were 
used as guidelines to determIne the extent of employees' 
understandIng, perception, and knowledge of sexual 
harassment behaviors and contributing factors. Those Items 
from possible relevant factors that had the hIghest factor 
loading (.45 or above) for the campus groups were included 
in the management-employee questionnaire. Class size was 
consIdered an irrelevant factor. Items were edIted SlIghtly 
to make them appropriate for Industry. Demographic 
informatIon was also requested. A copy of the questIonnaIre 
and cover letter to participants are gIven In AppendIX A. 
The Iowa IndustrIal DIrectory of 1989 was used to 
identify organizations emploYIng 100 or more workers. ThIS 
process produced over 2,000 companies. The scope was 
narrowed by selecting those organizations with 200 or more 
employees to contact. Letters InvIting participation In the 
research were sent to these companIes (293). A sample 
letter is given In Appendix B. Follow-up telephone calls 
were made to those companIes agreeing to particIpate. 
Agreements to participate were obtaIned from these 
companies: 
Champion International CorporatIon, Clinton, Iowa 
Chesapeake Display & PackagIng, West Des Moines, Iowa 
E. I. DuPont, Clinton, Iowa 
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John Deere Waterloo Works, Waterloo, Iowa 
JPI TransportatIon Products, Inc., Atlantic, Iowa 
Moore Business Forms, Inc., Iowa CIty, Iowa 
Quantum ChemIcals, Clinton, Iowa 
QuestIonnaires were sent to these companIes to survey 
the number of employees specifIed by management. 
Five companies returned 732 questionnaires and two 
companies failed to return 425 questIonnaires. After 
careful analysIs, one company was dropped from the study due 
to the types of responses and low return rate (.18 percent). 
The return ratio for the companIes is as follows: 
Company Sent Returned Ratio 
Champion International Corp. 26 15 .58 
Chesapeake Display & PackagIng 125 19 .18 
E. 1. DuPont 110 82 .75 
John Deere Waterloo Works 300 0 0 
JPI Transportation Products 400 290 .73 
Moore Business Forms 290 255 .88 
Quantum Chemicals 125 0 0 
TOTALS 1,357 661 .49 
The figures above show the return percentages were 
better than 50% for those companIes returning questionnaIres 
with the exception of Chesapeake. Chesapeake was 
subsequently dropped from the data pool due to missing 
25 
informatIon and/or polarIzed responses. The surveys from 
ChampIon, DuPont, JPI, and Moore resulted In an N=642 
questIonnaIres of WhICh 519 (Female = 158; Male = 361) were 
usable. 
AnalysIs of the questIonnaire data began with obtaIning 
frequency dIstrIbutions for the demographic questlons and 
the behavIor occurrence questions for the sample (519 
subjects). These data were then revIewed for mIssing data, 
response tendencIes, and correct responses. 
The supervIsor/employee relationship items for all 
subjects were intercorrelated and a prIncipal aXIS factor 
analysis wIth varImax rotation was done. Biodata and factor 
scores were Included In the correlatIon matrIces. 
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STATISTICAL RESULTS 
Factor Analysis 
FIve factors were defIned and retaIned for 
InterpretatIon. The results of the factor analysis are 
reported In the followIng. 
Factor 1: Supervisory Power -- refers to situations 
where indivIduals use their positions of authority to 
sexually harass, to justify rewards, and/or to retalIate In 
some manner. 
17. Supervisors give attractIve employees rewards. 
35. Supervisors force employees to re-do work. 
40. Employees encourage supervIsors for rewards. 
42. SupervIsorsfrequently harass employees 
25. Supervisors abuse theIr power. 
19. Supervisors flaunt their power 
21. Workers seek favorable treatment. 
Loading 
.66 
.64 
.59 
.49 
.49 
.47 
.43 
Factor 2: Fear of Retaliation -- concerns the 
emotIonal reactIon of employees after having experienced 
sexual harassment by a supervisor. 
Loading 
20. Employees are reluctant to report to management. .79 
23. Employees are afraId to complain. .63 
15. Employees are too embarassed to report harassment •• 60 
27 
34. Employees do NOT report harassment. 
29. Harassed employees feel trapped. 
16. An employee feels nervous around a harasser. 
.58 
.49 
.40 
Factor 3: Harassing Behaviors -- indIcates the types 
of behavior perceived to be sexual harassment by employees 
and supervIsors. 
12. Derogatory jokes are harass1ng. 
13. Lustful looks are harass1ng. 
27. Body language is harassing. 
30. Teas1ng without advances is NOT harassIng. 
14. Flirting 1S NOT harassing. 
Loading 
.63 
.60 
.59 
-.50 
-.40 
Factor 4: Supervisor/Subordinate Affairs -- 1nvolves 
the react10ns of coworkers In situations where a supervIsor 
and a subordinate are having an affair. 
24. Employees become hostile over affairs. 
18. Employees resent affa1rs. 
26. Employees lose respect for co-workers. 
Load1ng 
.78 
.64 
.50 
Factor 5: Blaming the Victim -- reports who and what 
is responsible for sexually harassing behav10r and/or 
resulting act1ons. 
Loading 
38. Employees should do something about harassment. .48 
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33. Employees encourage harassment. 
31. Style of dress invites harassment. 
.47 
.43 
The fact that these meanlngful factors occurred 
suggests that the subjects were cohesive in their responses. 
General Linear Analysis 
Sex and Company differences were explored by means of 
analysis of variance. This was done for the factor scores 
and for the lndlvldual questions using the model: 
Y = Sex + Company + Sex * Company + Error. 
Out of 31 items only eight resulted ln the overall F -
ratio being slgnificant (See Appendix C). Only two items 
differed either by Sex or Company: Questions 14 and 30. 
For instance, question 30 had an overall significance level 
of .0001 (F = 4.54, dfs = 7) wlth Company at .004 (F = 4,68, 
dfs = 3) and no assoclatlon wlth Sex. Item 14 had an 
overall significance level of .001 (F = 4.52, dfs = 7) and 
for Company, .002 (F = 5.47, dfs = 3). For Sex the 
signlficance level was .006 (F = 7.86, dfs = 1). The lack 
of many significant differences for items suggested that 
separate factor analyses by Sex or Company are not 
necessary. Since the number of females, particularly ln 
supervisory posltions, was relatively small, the factor 
analysis by Sex was not a vlable alternative. 
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There were Company differences for Questions 14 and 30 
(F = 5.47, P = .001; F = 4.68, P = .003, respectively). 
There were Sex differences for Question 14 (F = 7.86, P = 
.005). There was a Company by Sex interact10n sign1ficant 
for Item 30 (F = 3.77, P = .011). The slgn1f1cant 
dIfferences for the other SlX quest10ns may have been due to 
statist1cal art1facts (unequal N's) and therefore will not 
be presented. 
The significant results from the analyses of var1ance 
of factors by sex and status are presented below. A figure 
1S presented for the first result. Subsequent results are 
presented verbally. The figure below depicts the 
relatlonsh1p between dependent variable Factor 1 
(SupervIsory Power) and two 1ndependent var1ables (sex and 
and status). 
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As can be seen, female and male supervlsors (Mean 
factor scores = 19.0; 19.3) do not perce1ve their power as a 
strong lnfluence in sexual harassment. However, the 
opposite 1S true with female/male subordinates (Mean factor 
scores = 23.1; 23.8). 
For Factor 2: Fear of Retaliat1on, female supervisors 
(Mean = 17.8) perceive their power as a minor influence on 
the reporting of sexual harassment whereas male supervisors 
(Mean = 22.6), female subordinates (Mean = 23.3), and male 
subordinates (Mean = 22.0) all perceive power as a strong 
lnfluence. That is, only female supervisors believe 
supervisory status of the harasser creates fear wlthin the 
victim resulting in no reporting of the behav1or. On the 
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other hand, female/male subordinates as well as male 
supervIsors do not VIew this concept as strongly. 
Harassing BehavIors as identifIed in Factor 3 is 
harassing from the male supervisors' viewpoint (Mean = 7.2), 
but not from the female supervIsors' viewpoInt (Mean = 3.3). 
This would suggest that male supervIsors have more 
experience In managIng sexually harassing behavior, possibly 
have receIved training, or have a more accurate knowledge of 
sexual harassment. SubordInate personnel, both male (Mean = 
3.5) and female (Mean = 3.3), view flIrtIng as harassIng on 
a very low level. 
For Factor 4 and Factor 5 there were no significant 
dIfferences by Sex or by Status. 
Further analysis of varIance was used to explore 
supervisory versus subordinate dIfferences by Company. The 
model used was as follows for each factor: 
Y = Status + Company + Status * Company + Error. 
Factor 1 results are presented visually below. 
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The variance can be seen 1n the above figure. The 
superv1sory personnel at E.l DuPont (2), JPl (3), and Moore 
(4) agree that job status is not a strong variable in 
relationship to sexual harassment. However, nonsupervisory 
personnel at the three companies d1sagree; that 1S, 
nonsupervisory personnel perceive job status as be1ng 
influent1al in sexual harassment situations. 
For Factor 2: Fear of Retaliation, there are 
differences for company or supervisor versus nonsupervisory 
personnel. 
Overall, there are company and supervisory versus 
nonsupervisory differences « .01 level) for Factor 3: 
Harassing Behaviors. There was no company by supervisor 
interaction. Company means rank Company 4, 3, and 2. 
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Supervisory rank higher than nonsupervisory, Mean 7.5 versus 
3.4. However, when comparIng IndIvidual company by 
supervIsory versus nonsupervlsory (Means = 9.4; 4.11), the 
biggest difference (Mean difference = 5.4) is between 
supervisory and nonsupervisory for Company 4. Smallest for 
Company 2. 
There were no dIfferences for Factor 4: 
Supervisor/Subordinate AffaIrs overall or by individual 
companIes. 
Factor 5: Blaming the VIctim resulted In a signIfIcant 
difference at the .02 level for Company and Company by 
SupervIsor versus Nonsupervlsory interactIon. However, from 
an individual Company by SupervIsor versus Nonsupervisory, 
the hierarchial differences were .4 to -2.3 with Company 4 
being the largest. 
Correlation Analysis 
When the blodata were correlated with the fIve factors 
some interestIng statistics resulted (See Appendix C). 
Factor 1: Supervisory Power, correlated posItIvely 
with three biodata variables with significance levels 
ranging from .0001 to .0019. The biodata varIables with 
sIgnifIcant levels were: SupervIsory Status, Travel 
Responsibility, and TraIning. 
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Supervisory Status had a sIgnificance level of .0001 
wIth a correlation of .249 indicating that only 6.18% of the 
variance In supervisory power could be accounted for by 
Supervisory Status. That leaves 93.8% of the varIance 
accounted for by other varIables. Travel ResponsIbIlIty 
also had a significance level of .0001 with a correlation of 
.186. ThIS accounts for 3.46% of the varIance in 
supervIsory power. Similarly, TraInIng had a sIgnificance 
level of .0019 wIth .145 correlatIon coefficient. Again, a 
low amount of variance (2.10%) In supervIsory power could be 
attributed to Training. 
Factor 3: HarassIng Behaviors, was significantly 
correlated wIth Supervisory Status, Age, EducatIon, Travel 
ResponsIbIlity, and TraInIng. All correlatIon coefficients 
had signifIcance levels of .0001. The correlation 
coefficients were: Supervisory Status: -.240; Age: .133; 
Education: .293; Travel Responsibility: -.276; TraInIng: 
-.227. 
Age correlated significantly (p = .002) with .146 wIth 
Factor 5: Blaming the VIctim. 
Factor 2 and Factor 4 correlations with the biodata 
were nonsignIficant. This would indIcate that something 
other than the blodata is responsible for the varIance for 
these factors. 
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DISCUSSION 
One purpose of thIS research was to determine whether 
or not the factors defined in sexual harassment research 
with campus groups could also be defined in the work 
settIng. 
Factor 1, SupervIsor Power In the workplace seems to be 
the same as Factor 2, Sex Play, Power, and Grades in the 
educational settIng. 
Factor 2, Fear of RetalIation, in this study seems to 
reflect Factor 6, Helplessness of Victim and Factor 7, 
Emotional ReactIon to Sexual Harassment in the campus 
research. 
Factor 3, HarassIng BehaVIors is similar to Factor 1, 
IdentIfYIng Sexual Harassment Behavior in the campus study. 
Factor 4, Supervisor/Subordinate AffaIrs, In the 
employment situation seems to coincide wIth Factors 3 and 4, 
Acceptable and Unacceptable SocIal/Sexual RelationshIps in 
the educational settlng. 
Factor 5, Blaming the Victim, is clearly defined in 
both the work and educatlonal settings. 
Thus, it appears that students and faculty and 
employees and supervisors conceptualize the dimensions of 
sexual harassment In a similar fashion. 
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When the 31 items referring to social/sexual behavIors 
were analyzed by Company and Sex, only two items, 14, If a 
supervIsor (co-worker) Just flirts with employees, it IS not 
sexual harassment, and 30, If a supervisor (co-worker) 
"teases" but never makes advances, thIS behavIor IS not 
sexual harassment, were signIfIcantly different by Company 
or Sex. The ImplIcatIons of these differences for company 
policies and employee traInIng are unclear. DiscussIon of 
these items with supervisors and employees mIght be 
productIve. 
However, the comparIsons of factor scores by company 
and bIodata did reveal signIficant fIndings. 
Male and female subordinates view supervisory power 
(Factor 1) as a potent element In sexual harassing. Male 
and female supervisors do to a lesser extent. These 
differences are worthy of further research to explicate 
their meaning. 
Male and female supervisors also differ In theIr 
perceptIon of the influence of status on reporting of sexual 
harassment with females viewing power as a mInor Influence. 
But, female and male subordinates and male supervIsors view 
supervisory status of the harasser as generating fear of 
retalIation. 
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Harassing Behaviors as defined by Factor 3 are viewed 
as harassing by male supervisors but not by the other three 
groups, female supervlsors and subordlnates and male 
subordinates. Perhaps through tralnlng and experience male 
supervisors may have sensitlzed to these behaviors. It is 
puzzling that the female subjects did not score higher on 
this factor. Thls findlng also is suggestive of further 
research. 
There were no signiflcant dlfferences on Factors 4 and 
5 for supervisory status and sex. 
Supervlsors and subordinates disagreed on whether or 
not power (status) was related to sexual harassment. 
Supervisors said, "no relationship" whereas subordinates 
sald, "a relatlonshlp." There were no company dlfferences 
for thls factor. There were no supervisor versus 
subordinate differences nor company differences for Factor 
2, Fear of Retaliation. However, there were company and 
supervisors versus subordlnate differences for Factor 3, 
Harassing Behaviors, with supervlsors identifYlng the factor 
more than did subordinates. As mentloned earlier, this 
difference may be due to training and experlence of 
supervlsors. The data give no information as to why there 
are company dlfferences. 
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There were no supervisor/subordinate nor company 
differences for Factor 4, SupervIsor/Subordinate Affairs. 
However, for Factor 5, BlamIng the VictIm, there were 
company differences and a sIgnificant company by 
supervisor/subordinate interaction. One can only speculate 
as to why these dIfferences. Perhaps they have somethIng to 
do with the type of Industry and the attItudes of 
management. 
The correlations between the fIve factors and blodata 
variables were small. There were no statistically 
significant correlations between blodata variables and 
Factors 2, Fear of RetaliatIon, and 4, 
Supervisor/Subordinate Affairs. 
SupervIsory Status, TraIning, and Travel Responsibility 
correlated signIfIcantly wIth Factors 1, Supervisor Power, 
and 3, Harassing Behaviors. These three biodata varIables 
are moderately correlated so may represent shared 
covariance. Age correlated significantly with Factors 3, 
HarassIng Behaviors, and 5, BlamIng the Victim. 
It is diffIcult to draw strong conclusions about 
causality from these small relatIonships. However, it is 
apparent that SupervIsor Status is related to three of the 
five sexual harassment factors. The supervisor seems to be 
a key player in the concern with sexual harassment. 
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Suggestions and Recommendations 
Another purpose of th1S research was to formulate some 
concrete suggest10ns for the benefIt of manag1ng sexual 
harassment in the workplace. 
The various research approaches and subJects' 
perceptions support d1verse def1nitions for sexual 
harassment, and definit10ns generally not include the 
cond1tlons or terms under WhICh the harassment should occur 
to be congruent wIth legal understandings. Therefore, this 
author suggest that from a practical view, management use 
the defInition established by the EEOC GUIdelines. These 
guidelines Identify specIfically what behavIors are legally 
considered sexual harassment. ThIS, of course, means that 
employers who allow such behaviors to exist wIthin their 
organizations creating undesirable workIng conditIons are 
liable to the full extent of the law. 
Sexual harassment lIab1lity 1S both costly In terms of 
dollars and productivity. Further, production cost also 
1nclude Indirect costs assocIated with re-hires, 
absenteeism, and tardiness. 
As many organIzations have used the guidel1nes to 
establish select10n procedures, so should they use the 
guidelines to establish policY(les) governing sexual 
harassment. To further strengthen the policy(ies) it should 
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be supported and enforced from top management downward 
throughout the organization. Ideally, the POllCY wlll also 
have a formalized progressive dlscipline procedure as one of 
its components. 
Once a policy ldentlfying sexual harassment behavlor, 
resulting consequences for such behavior, reportlng 
procedures, and management's position have been developed, 
implemented, and clearly communicated to all personnel; then 
a comprehensive tralnlng program wIth mandatory requirements 
should be developed and implemented. 
Management can not afford to wait until they are faced 
with litigation so much approach sexual harassment wIth 
preventIve measures. 
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APPENDIX A: COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
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IOWA STATE 
rUNIVERSITY 
Department of P~}chology 
Ame~ 10""350011 
Telephone 515-294-\742 
PLEASE READ CAREFULLY 
Dear Participant: 
The purpose of this letter is to solicit your assistance and coopera-
tion in research currently being conducted at Iowa State University. Over 
a three year period we have been studying faculty-student relationsh~ps. 
How we'd like to investigate .anager-elllployee relationships. OUr research 
instrument is designed to reveal individual and/or group perception(s) of 
social/sexual relationships in the work environ.ent. Wilbur L. Layton, the 
project leader. is being assisted by Edna Young Clinton and Cyn,hia Wolfe. 
Your participation in this survey is completely volunt«~y. At any 
time before or during the completion of this ~tionnaire. you aay discon-
tinue your involvelllent without fear of penalty. By cOltPleting and return-
ing this questiennaire, as instructed, you are giving your consent for the 
information to be used in our research. 
The questionnaire should take approxiaately 15-30 .inut .. to oo.plete. 
All questionnaires will be treated confidentially and anonyeously. After 
completing the questionnaire. please fold and seal in the envelope provid-
ed. Now return the sealed envelope to the designated person in your de-
partment or division. 
We appreciate your cooperation and assistance in thia project. 
Wilbur L. La#n, Ph.D.' Edna ~Jing G'11nt.on 
Project Lea~r Resea~h Associate ""7'_.',__ f Research Associate 
RESEARCH \~TIat 
PART ONE: Please answer each question in the space provided, or circle 
the appropriate response. For this section, all your answers and responses 
should be marked directly on this sheet. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
Division: Oepartlllent: 
Position: (Title) 
a. Supervisory 
Number of employees under your direct supervision: 
b. Nons upe rv isory 
Sex: a. Hale 
Age: a. Under 
b. 21-25 
c. 26-30 
Educatlon: a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
b. Felllale 
21 d. 31-35 g. 
e. 36-40 h. 
f. 41-45 1. 
Less than high school 
High school 
46-50 
51-55 
56-60 
High school plus some college 
Bachelor's degree 
Has te rs' deg ree 
Ph.D. 
Other (specify): 
j. 
k. 
(e.g., trade or vocational school) 
61-65 
Over 65 
5. Length of time with organization: 
6. Length of time in present position: 
7. Does your job require overtillle? a. Yes b. Ho 
If yes, how often? Per Week: Per Month: 
8. Does your job require overnight travel? a. Yes b. He 
If yes, how often? Per Week: Per Honth: 
9. Do you have access to forMl or inforMl grievance procedures? 
10. 
a. ForMl b • I nforma 1 c. Hone 
Race: (~TIQlAl) a. 
b. 
c. 
Black 
Hative American 
Hlspanic 
d. 
e. 
f. 
Asian Allerican 
White 
Other (specify): 
11. Have you had training concerning sexual harass.ent? a. Yes b. Ho 
If yes, when? (Month/Vear) 
Supervisor/Emplo~ Relationships 
PART TWO: This section should be answered using the scale prov~ded and by 
wrlting the appropriate letter in the blank before each quest1on. Read 
each question carefully and respond openly. honestly, and rapidly. 
(A) 
Strongly 
Disagree 
(8) 
Slightly 
Disagree 
(C) 
Undecided 
(D) 
Slightly 
Agree 
(E) 
Strongly 
Agree 
12. Derogatory jokes or remarks about females or tllales are examples 
of sexual harassment. 
13. Even when there is no physical contact or verbal statement. a 
lustful look can be degrading enough to be sexual harassment. 
14. If a supervisor (or co-worker) just flirts with employees. it 1S 
not sexual harassment. 
15. Employees are too embarassed to report sexual harassment. 
16. An employee who is harassed feels nervous around the person ~ho 
did the harassing. 
17. Hany supervisors give a preference to attractive e~loyees in 
giving rewards. 
18. When a supervisor and an employee have an affair. other eaployees 
resent it. 
19. Soare supervisors flaunt their p<*er over e.ployees. 
20. Employees are reluctant to report a case of sexual harassllent to 
managelRent. 
21. Employees often encourage advances frotll s~ervisors to receive 
favorable treatment. 
22. It is the employee's responsibility to avoid sexual relation-
ships. 
23. Elllployees who are sexually harassed by supervisors are 
afraid to complain about it. 
24. When a supervisor and an employee beco.e sexually involved. other 
employees become hostile towards the •• 
25. Supervisors abuse their power by .aking sexual advances to employees. 
26. An employee who dates a supervisor loses the respect of other 
employees. 
(A) 
Strongly 
Disagree 
(B) 
Slightly 
Olsagree 
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(C) 
Undeclded 
(D) 
Slightly 
Agree 
(E) 
Strongly 
Agree 
27. Body language (such as standing too close or leering) is an 
example of sexual harassment. 
28. As long as the supervisor and employee behave professionally , 
their sexual relatlonship does not affect their co-workers. 
29. Employees who are harassed feel trapped. 
30. If a supervisor (co-worker) "teases" but never makes advances. 
this behavior is not sexual harass~ent. 
31. An employee's style of dress can invite sexual harass.ent. 
32. An employee who dates a supervisor has an unfair advantage. 
33. If an employee is asked by a supervisor to engage in sexual 
relations, it is p~bly because the employee did something to 
encourage it. 
34. Employees do not report harassment because they fear retaliation. 
35. Some employees are forced to re-do work assignments to satlsfy 
the supervisor's need for power. 
36. Employees who are harassed are afraid that their report will not 
be taken serlously. 
37. If an employee is harassed, then the eaployee should request a 
transfer. 
38. Employees who experience sexual advances froll supervisors should 
have done something to prevent it. 
39. Supervisors who make personal l.nvitations for dates are harassing 
the employees involved. 
40. Encouraging a supervisor's sexual interest is often used by 
esployees to get better rewards (tiDe off, .ore praise, better 
assignll'lents. prolllOtions). 
41. A supervisor who promises rewards for sex is not harassing that 
employee . 
42. supervisors frequently harass employees. 
PART THREE: These questions are 8botg, YOUR experiences in this organiza-
tion. How frequently has such behavior by a supervisor or co-worker been 
directed toward YOU PERSONALLY? Respond to each question using the follow-
ing letters to 1ndicate frequency of occurrence. Indicate frequency of 
harassment by e1ther supervisor or co-worker or both. Place the letter 
indicating frequency in the appropriate (supervisor/co-worker) blank. 
(A) (8) (C) (0) (E) 
NEVER ONLY 
ONCE 
2-5 
TIHES 
6-9 
TIHES 
10 OR HORE 
TIMES 
43. Sexist ooe.ents: jokes or remarks that are stereotypical or 
derogatory to members of one sex 
Supe rvisor: Co-Worker: 
44. Undue attention: flirting, being too friendly, or too personal, 
but short of sexual inquirles 
Supe rvisor: Co-Worker: 
45. Verbal sexual advances: general verbal expressions of sexual 
interest; inquiries of sexual values or behaviors, but short of 
a prq:>ositlon 
Supe rvisor: Co-Worker: 
46. Body language: leering at one's body; standing too close 
Supervisor: Co-Worker: 
47. Invitations: personal invitations for dates, but where sexual 
expectations are not stated 
Supervisor: Co-Worker: 
48. Physical advances: kissing, hugging, pinching, fondling 
Supervlsor: Co-Worker: 
49. Explicit sexual prcpoeitiona: clear invitations for sexual 
encounter. 
Supervisor: Co-Worker: 
50. Sexual bribery: explicit sexual prq:)OSitiOflS which include 
or strongly imply prOllises of rewards for complying (e.g., tlille 
off, more praise, promotions). 
SuperVlsor: Co-Worker: 
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Dear CEO/~ana~er' 
The purpose of thlS letter 1S to solicit your assistance and 
cooperation in research currentlv belng conducted at Iowa State 
Unlverslty. Over a three year period ~e have been studYing 
faculty-student relationships. ~ow we'd like to investigate 
manager-employee relatlonshlps. Our research instrument 1S 
designed to reveal individual and/or group perceptl0n(s) of 
social/sexual relationships in the ~ork envlronment. Wilbur L. 
Layton, the project leader, is being assisted bv Edna Young 
Clinton and Cynthia Wolfe. 
We ~ould llke your employees, or a sample thereof, to 
complete a questionnaire regarding social/sexual relationships in 
the work enVironment. The questionnaire should take approX1mate-
Iv 15-30 minutes to complete. In order to collect reliable and 
valid data. ~e would appreciate being able to canvas both manage-
ment and employees. ~ll questionnaires Will be treated conflden-
t1ally and anonymously. 
This type of research has enabled human resource managers to 
develop Solutions and/or alternatives to some sens1tlve issues in 
personnel management. It is believed by many professionals that 
the area of soc1al/sexual relationships in the workplace will 
become the 1990's major issue In human resource management and 
must be dealt w1th in a proactive, senSitive but aggressive 
manner. Our research should help us develop effective approach-
es. Should you have further interest in the research results, we 
would welcome the opportunity for discussing the findings with 
vour organization. 
he very much appreciate your help. It 1S essent1al to the 
success of our research and we look forward to working with vou 
and your employees. Please complete the enclosed form w1th1n the 
~eek. ~e have enclosed a stamped return envelope. 
Slncerelv, 
wilbur L. Layton, Ph.D. 
Professor 
Edna Young Cl1nton 
Research ~ssoc. 
Cynthia Wolfe 
Research Assoc. 
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RESE~RCH PARTILIPATIO~ I'FORMATIO~ 
Date' 
Yes. we w1ll part1clpate in your research proJect. 
~o. not at th1S t1me. 
Company: 
Author1zed b~' ~ 
~umber of employees as of 
Number to part1c1pate 1n researcn' ALL 
selected by management) 
Contact Person. 
Phone Number: 
or 
(Date) 
(randomlv 
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Februarv a, 19~O 
temp 
v 
ptemp 
Dear Mr. St. James: 
Enclosed are 290 soc~al/sexual quest~onna~res to be d~str~buted 
to your staff and employees. 
As ~ndlcated ln our phone conversat~ons, the complet~on of the 
questlonna1re should not take more than 15-30 m~nutes. Once the 
questlonna1re has been completed, for conf1dentiallty, the par-
t1clpant 1S asked to seal It 1n the envelope provIded, and return 
It to a designated IndIv1dual who 1S responslble for return1ng 
the 290 questIonnaIres to Iowa State. 
Mr. St. James, those 1ndlvlduals partIcipatIng In the research 
should not take the questIonnaIre home for answerIng, but do so 
durIng workIng hours. In addItIon, we need all copIes of the 
questlonnaire returned durlng the week of February 19, 1990. 
Enclosed for your convenlence In returnIng the questI0nna~res IS 
a "merchandise return label." 
Thank you for your cooperat~on and aSSIstance w~th thIS research. 
We look forward to workIng wlth you and your employees. Should 
you have any questIons or concerns, please call us at the above 
number. 
SIncerely, 
Edna Young CLInton 
Research AssocIate 
Enclosure. 290 Questionnalres 
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ITEM/FACTOR CORRELATIONS 
ITEM POWER FEAR BEHAVIOR REACTION BLAMING 
12 .07 
· 16 .63 .01 .06 
13 -.03 .24 .60 .04 .00 
14 - . 11 -.06 -.40 -.07 .12 
15 .06 .60 . 11 .08 -.05 
16 .02 .40 .27 .11 . 12 
17 .66 
· 13 .09 .07 • 11 
18 .16 .15 .16 .64 .03 
19 .49 .17 .06 .08 -.05 
20 . 12 .79 .02 .05 -.09 
21 .43 .10 .01 .11 .24 
22 .02 .08 -.02 .11 .24 
23 .20 .63 .03 .07 -.04 
24 . 14 .13 .09 .78 .01 
25 .47 .13 .03 .26 -.01 
26 .31 
· 13 .03 .26 .11 
27 .00 
· 19 .59 .16 .08 
28 -.08 .08 -.24 -.18 .08 
29 .11 .45 .26 .09 .10 
30 -.02 -.01 -.50 -.04 .26 
31 .10 .03 . 13 .02 .43 
32 .37 .07 .16 .21 .20 
33 .02 -. 12 -.27 .10 .47 
34 .29 .58 .14 .11 .08 
35 .64 .12 .04 .08 .02 
36* .43 .43 .06 -.02 .00 
37 .14 .00 -.23 -.04 .33 
38 .01 -.05 -. 12 -.09 .48 
39 .25 .08 .24 .19 .08 
40 .59 .05 . 10 .01 .31 
41 -.03 -.01 -. 19 -.01 .03 
42 .49 .02 -.05 .05 -.07 
*Loaded on two factors, so was dropped creat1.ng spec1.f1.c 
factors. 
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SIGNIFICANT LEVELS BY ITEMS 
BY COMPANY, SEX, AND OVERALL 
ITEM OVERALL COMPANY SEX 
12 .02 .01 .00 
13 .02 .00 .00 
14 .0001 .002 .006 
17 .04 .02 .00 
20 .007 .02 .02 
30 .0001 .004 .00 
31 .05 .00 .00 
35 .006 .003 .00 
NOTE: The 23 ltems NOT SHOWN dld have slgnlficant levels 
either by Company, Sex, or Overall 
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BIODATA/FACTOR CORRELATIONS 
POWER FEAR BEHAVIOR REACTION BLAMING 
SUP .24864 .02789 -.24021 -.00055 .06556 
.0001 .5464 .0001 .9906 .1568 
467 470 469 471 468 
SEX .01870 -.09066 .04451 -.04003 .10149 
.6886 .0507 .3388 .3886 .0290 
462 465 464 466 463 
AGE .03152 .06532 .13310 .03460 .14615 
.4992 .1596 .0041 .4562 .0016 
462 465 464 466 463 
EDUC -.02343 .10151 .29259 -.00576 -.10201 
.6205 .0309 .0001 .9026 .0305 
449 452 451 453 450 
O/T .02698 .01887 -.00105 .05313 -.01426 
.5646 .6862 .9820 .2544 .7607 
458 461 460 462 459 
TRAV .18599 -.04620 -.27614 -.00032 .09349 
.0001 .3217 .0001 .9946 .0451 
459 462 461 463 460 
GRIEV .04214 .06111 -.00756 -.00490 -.00417 
.4072 .2280 .8818 .9229 .9346 
389 391 390 392 390 
RACE -.08321 .07684 .02405 -.01692 .00403 
.0768 .1016 .6089 .7186 .9319 
453 455 455 456 453 
TRAIN .14504 -.01549 -.22666 .04979 .06980 
.0019 .7401 .0001 .2856 .1354 
458 461 460 462 459 
1 Row = Correlat~ons 
2 Row = Sign~f~cance Level 
3 Row = Number in sample 
